ORizi s,

;JNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION A"ENvCY reg;
o .. WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 ' OR
o o f ’G’NA
R . . AB 28885
- o _ o . - SEMS DoclD
V . | ' | . A - - OFFICE OF
scL:l WAS"" -«NC EMERGENCY. F‘S""NSE
MEMORANDUM ‘ :
SUBJECT: Continuation of Immediate Removal at Shaffer Chemicel Site in
M1nden West V1'g1n1a -- ACTION MEMORANDUM :

?ROM; T1mothy p1e1ds Il Dwroctor /37 /’/*

o tmergency Pesponse Division ,, . ’,°““'z ﬁ
THRU:  William N. Hedeman, ir., D1rector/f““ﬁl Q;*Agb&A \x&_bh~\,)

0ffice cf Emergency and Remed1a1 Response

10:  J. Winston Porter
' . Assistant Administrator

Attached is a request from uha Regxona, Administrator, Reg1on 111, for
cont;nuaulon of immediate removal activities beyond the §1. w,71xon statuto y
-‘:m1t at the Shaffer Chewzcal Site in Minden, West virginia,. .

Nhi?e solvent exfract1on the a]ternat:ve se]e:ted for this site, is
costiier »nar ‘the. option cf o‘fs te landfiil disposal, it should be noted
_that the estimated cost difference is less then £300, 000 ‘h.a re1at1ve.y
smali price is justified ‘n light of the benefits 41>cussed pelow,

" Given the potential future envibonhenta!{damage4that would result from

a r~elease from the landfiil to which tha PCB materials were sent, tne
alternative of solvant extraction, which would render the materia® harmiess,
appears to be the most long-term cost-effective and env1ronmerta11j prudent .
f<e1e tion, Moreover, EPA is 2xperiencing increasing difficulty in landfili

disposal of hazardous wastes, particular ly PCBs, not only from the pcint

»of the number of landfills which are consistently out of RCRA compliance,

sut also because of 1nf*na<angly negat1ve public reactions to landfilling
such mater1a1q : : .

.Recbmmendation

Based’ upon "nformat1on cubnntted by Region LII, condxt1or> at this s,te
meet the criteria for continuation of Immediate Removal set forth in Section
104{c) of CERCLA and Section 30C.65 of the National Contingency Plan., !
'eCﬁmmend that you grant an exempl jon from the $1 million sua*utory Timit for
the subject removal action for a ceiling increase of $1,530,000, of which
$1,500,000 will be used for 'leanup contractors, and to estah1ash a new
'p”OJELT ce111ng of $Z 300 goa. :

M.

ADpT‘OVG: » . 'i\/i/‘ 1 ;; "."_».-(_'."', ; / T “_/VA:'“" - ‘ Date: 7’ - ‘/.‘ o ':_}

Disapprove: - . Date:
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 MEMORANDUM

TO: Wmsto'1 Porter

- ,Ass1stant Administrator for
Solld Waste and Emergency Response (WH 562A)
FROM:a~f?tLlsa K. Frledman::ijC’

f_Assoc1ate Gene*al Counsel (LE 1328)

'SUBJE T: Shaffer Chemlcal Slte* ' Removal
B Exten51on Request S

‘We have reviewed the request for an exten51on of the
Shaffer Chemical Site removal action and believe that, excep.
as noted below, it does not p*esent any 51gﬂ1flcant 1egal

issues. ' : o

‘he region is seexlng authorlzatlon to use a sclvent

© extraction process (at a cost of $1.53 million) to deal with

the PCB wastes rather than to dlspcse of them in an offssite -
~landfill (at a cost of $1.31 million) The region belleves
that it is worth spending an extra $. 2 million on the sol-
vent extraction process because the wastes will be incinerated
(which represents "a permanent solution) rather than. landfilled.
In light of the small incremental price, we believe.this is

a reasonable justlf cation.. However, since we expect the
incremental costs of permanent solutions to be larger at

onher sztes, it would be advisable to develop guidance on -
when, and’ the extent to which, aodltlonal expendltures for
'permanent so‘utlons a*e app*oprlate. . -




'SUBJECT: $1,000,000 Exemption Request for CERC_A

FROM:

J TO:;

"THRU:

" @xemption request

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Opym . . E
REGION 11} | o Risiy,

- 841 Chestnut Builging :
. Philadelphia, Pennsyivania 19107

Immediate Remgva} Actlon at the She
Equipment Site, Minden, West vi 4

-Robert E, Caron, On-Scene Cogtd
' Emergency Response Section

James M, Seif

.Rag;onal‘Adminiazrafo;’(3RA00)'_

Stephen R, Wausofsug, Director
Hazardous Waste Management Division

.Attached for your review 1s the additional funding And»SI.OO0,000
for immediste removal actions being conducted at the :
above site. The continued response action calls for the use of onsite-lA

‘treatment taechnologies to achieve final disposal of PCB con;aminatgdf

sails Presently staged onsite,

'v‘A funding increage of $1,530,0600 is Being“reque-tcd. bringing the
total project-ceiling to $2,300,000, o ; :

Please reviav the documébt and if it meets with your approval,

forward 1: directly to Dr, J. Winston Porter, Assistant Administrator of
the Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, for his review and

approval,

"Attachpent



* UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY )

‘ | | ~ REGION I} - SR
. 841 Chestnut Building

/ Philadelph_ia;Pennqylvania 19107

_Céntinuati_on of :Remova]_ ‘ACtIVitieB at the. o L
suaJECT'Shaffer-Equipment Company, Site, Minden, W.V, o ’DATE:;‘AUS 15 %

. James M. SeifN M
F.R_OM' Regional Ad stracor (38A00) . . .

T0: Dr. J. Winston Porter,‘Aséistant Adﬁidiltra:or
S for_SolidVWaute_and Emergency Response (WH=562A)

THRU: AWilliam>N. Hedeman, Jr., Dirgctor : :
S Office of Emergency and Remedial Response (WH-584)

- ATTENTION: Timothy Fielde, Director , _
B Energency Response Division (WH-548E)

Issue-

, Continued_immedia:e'reuQOnpc sctione are estimated to exceed the.
$1,000,000 statutory limit and further actioas to control and stabilize -

the site cannot be undertaken unless an exemption to Section 104(c) of

the Comprehensive Environmental Response Compensation and Liability Act

of 1980 (CBRCLA) is granted and an increase in the project ceiling is e
approved. It is estimated that en additional $1,530,000 will be tequired

.to complete the removal action, ' o R ‘ . '

~ Statutory Criteria

SGCtioﬁ LO&(&)(l) of CERCLA limits Federal.Emeigehéy Réaponsa to '>

$1,000,000 unless three basic criteria are met:

fl."Concihued raeponse-ac:ioﬁs are i{mmediately requirad to mitiga:g _1
- .. &n emergency. o . . o _ ‘ : .

| 2. There 18 an iﬁnedilté'r;sk to public healthfadd_tha eﬁvi:onmept.’

3 Such aaaiacaﬁcc‘will‘not otherwise be provided on s timely basis.

P



" contaminsted soils..

Q”WEMMAZ'A_'

_ Background '

__The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), Region 111, iniciated
emergency action on December 26, 1984, to stabiligze and otherwise abate
an immediate and significant rigk of haram to human 1life and the environment,

‘posed by the presence of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCB) at extremely

high levels in both electrical equipment and soils onsite, This action

~ Was gpproved in an immediate removal action menorandum signed by the
. Reglonal Administratoer on December 26, 1984, (Attached). On February

15, 1985 an additional funding request was approved to continue operations
at the site. Approximately $720,000 has been expended from the $800,000

total project ceiling. Work performed to date imcludes the following:

1, 'Méasuringland‘sampling of transf

ormers, capacitors, drums, soils
and water both on and offsite, . C . '

2. Es:sblishﬁenc'of 1n1t131 ﬁ=¢§uro§:co contain a‘tiﬁere-offeite

' gigratiou probleam.. , '

3., Remove, transport and di p0l0 OfAPCB‘€°ﬂt8inin‘ transformers,

capac;tors and drums.

4, Excavation and s

:agingfof gn;aitimatddj4odd qubié-yards 6:
5, Béckfill.and rcgrndo.of,cxcavlidd aite.

Discussion

The Shaffer Equipment Sits ia located on the flood plain of Arbuckle -
Creek which has & normal flow of approximateiy i zalicas per minute.
This creek floods on the average of sevan times Je¢r year, Recent past
flood history has been major in scope, fully involving the Shaffer Site
and foreing evacuations downstream. Evidence of stream scouring and
flood damage on the Shaffar property indicates that a major f£lood event

‘would carry contaminants directly into the residential area, -

The 0SC has determined that removal and disposal of all PCB containing
transformers, capacitors, drums and contaminated soils ia the most :
appropriate action to eliminate the direct contact threat posed by the

presance of high levels of PCB contamination in soils onsite., 1Initial

efforts have halted PCB migration offsite into the nearby Arbuckle Creek.
This offsite migration of PCB has been detscted in residential backyards
as far as one mile downstream, carried there by past flood events and '
resultant sediment deposition. Presently, the contaminated soils are .
staged in a temporary clay lined holding cell located in the flood

. plain o£ Arbuckle Creek.
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. Bite characteristics and Property ownership dictated this soil staging

B Past experience with conventional diaposnl practices (landfill),forVA
».1mned1qtg removal ptojectl_hnve depon;:ra:ed pProblems, including:

l.- Inacessability to nearby'landfills»to_acceﬁc hasardous vaste material
in a timely fashion. o S . ' o -

2. Inacessability to nearby landfills hes forced EPA, Region IIT to look
at landfilling Options as far west as California and a8 far south as o
Alabama, Transportation costs are prohibitively expemsive in such cases.

3. Crestion of a long term responsibility at these current landfills vhere

. . EPA can be considered a generator of, the hazardous waste materiasl.

) - Therefore, EPA must consider other options/technologies other than
-~convential landfilling that may not be cost effective from a short term

.- Perspective, but are a viable alternat1v¢~when_evalucting the long term

. disposal opeions. Site specific detoxifications sre available and must
" be evaluated sccordingly, B - . o S

. There are also several adiﬁntagqs to consider when utiliziné onsite

- specific treatment, dg:oxifica;:dn;dr*dga:;uq:ionvtgchqologias. including:
1__[- - Promote RCRA (i.e, promo:e?tesou:cg éohaervéciOn and recovery).,

.2, Minimize use of valuable offsite land (resources), s
- 3. Eliminate transportation costs to disposal facilities.

b iniminate,public'threat‘wheqvtranspcrting hazardous materials, h

- 5., Eliminate EPA liability as s generator should lendfill fail, =~

6;"P:cpote.1nn9§df£fi”§tite-o§~:he-arcitechnqlggy;

The 0SC reviewaed £ifteen diffotcntlliﬁégﬁitivc'tcchnologida in terms -
of feasability, availability and‘ccot~e££ac:1v¢ndo|.} Contacts were made
vith industrial, consultant and government entities to seek the most

up-to-date informstion, - The 08C utilized the Egvironmental Response

- Team, Headquarters OSWER and the TAT contractor to develop and review a

.Teport summarizing the technology review. This report entitled “PCB
Contaminated Soil Treatment /Disposal Alternatives” is attached to this
request, , o S : : :

Thejfollowipg technologies were roiigvedi’

2. Microwave Plasma Detoxif ication
.~ 3+. High Temperature Fluid Wall
- 4. . Solvent Extraction (onsite)
5+ -§olvent Extraction (in situ) S -
6. Decontamination of soils using Franklin Solvent
© 7. Solvent Extraction using the Accurex Process
- 8. Slurry Wall L : -

L. Mobile Incineration with a Rotary Kiln



9. Grouting- :

10+ Microencapsulation

" 1l. Macroencapsulation

12. Fixstion/Stabilization

13, Hazardous Waste Landfill (onsite)
14, Hazardous Waste Landfill (offsite)
15.. Incineration offsite.

) Due to site conditions, thc nature of :hc contaminant and the loca- -
tion of the site (flood plain), many of the onsite alternatives are not

appropriate since confidence in the integrity of structures and or

stabilization {s questionable. S8ince the site is unstable, that is,

flooding occurs regularly, it is necessary to remove the contaminant or,

at a minigum, reduce the level of the contaminant., With this in mind,

- review by both the 0SC and the above mentioned organizations have

- 1dentified only three disposal options that are feasable, cost effective,

envitonnantslly sound and 1mnadia:ely available. These three opcions are:

‘1, Mobile incinorltion with a Rotary Kiln (onsite)
2. Solvent Extraction (onsite)
3. Hazardous Waste Landfill (offsite).

. It should be noted that many of the other slternatives considered
appear to be attractive; however, in most cases the processes are in design

‘or demonstration phases of development. Use onsite at this time would _

Tequire large capital outlay and would not be timely. Attached is & two

. page comparinon summary shoct which lis:a all the considered alternatives..

Each of the three 1dcnt1fied viablo nlternativeo vete ovalua:ed
follows o

"l _Technical Fealibility

2.. Cost

3, Time to complete projec:

4, Environmental Effectiveness.

5., Commercial availability -

6. Institutional factors (i.e. permita)

7. Material handling factors

8. Public acceptability

9. Monitoring requirements (real tinc - 1ong terl)
. 10.,> Non=-site speecific application.

COots and time- scalen ‘for each clternutive are preuenced below'

‘ Al:crnativc #] - Offcite anardoue Waste Landfill

This option as described in the PCB regulations rcquireu a proper PCB
permitted disposal facility. At present, only two facilities are available
within a ressonable distance from this site. These are the Chemical Waste
Management Landfill in Emelle, Alabams, and the SCA Landfill in Model
City, New York, Of the two landfills, the Emells locatiomn is more
" desirable since transportation costs are conlidorahly lell. (See attached

' - Teport for more detailed analysis.)
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Costs assoéiated with this option are ag follows: (total 4,000
cubic yards). : - : ‘ .

1. Total Cost at £411 $680,400 ($162/ton plue 5% tax)
2. Transportation Cost _ - 525,000 (700 miles @ $3/mile)
3. Labor (loading ete.) : ' ) 80,000 -(approx. 14 days)

4. TAT/UBCG/AST ‘ ‘ 20,000
5. EPA S 5,000
- Total Estimated Costs A ~ $1,310,400

' .,Time to’completion ia estimated at 14 days upon approvals at the £1l11,

' Alternative #2 = Mgobile Incinérntioﬁ With a Rotar Kiln'(onaite)
M‘ M' .

v This option requires a properly permitted mobile unit. At present
there are only two units with the potential of being approved in a timely
.manner, These are the EPA mobile incinerstor, presently tied up in
Misaouri, or g privataly owned unit operated by ENSCO. The ENSCO unit is
presently available. Costa associated with this option are as follows: -

* 1. Total Cost of incinergtion K - $1,600,000.00
-(8.20 par pound - 60 to 90 days at 6,000 1b/hour) '

2. Labor (material handling) ' 180,000.00
.. (82,000/day) _ A . ' } " c
3. TAT ~ USCG/AST - S 20,000.00
4, EPA S : 10‘000000

Total Estimated Costs B o $1,810,000.00
Time to completion is estimated af 60 to 90 days upon permit approvals
from both ZP4A ang the State of West Virginia, : . ‘

Alternative #3 - joivent Extraction -

. ' This option requires a TSCA approval, which has already been granted
by headquarters. (See attached letter dated July 3, 1985 from EPA Hqtrs,)
Studies by both industry and EPA indicate that this option 1s effective.
bothVCechnically.and monetarily, PCB removsl efficiency has been deman~-
strated in excess of 95% utilizing the proposad technique. . (See attached
report,) Costs associated with this option are as follows: s :

This will be a two phased p;oject:

1. A full scale field demonstfa:ion’tha:_provos'concluaively the effec-
tiveness of chil‘:echniquq.

" Cost ’, S o E ~§$. 100,000
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2. After satisfactory activities undqr_Phase.I; the following is a break=
down of items and cost associated with the total remaining activities.

Cost

1. Total Treatment/Extraction Costs o B $1,100,000
 (includes labor and handling of soils and solvent recyele) = .
2. Solvent Costs (MEOH and Freon) : ‘ S 300,000
3. Incineration of Recovered Sludge . -~~~ . . 100,000
(10,000 gallons @ §10.00/ gallon offsite) L .

4, TAT - USCG/AST 20,000
5. EPA S s T 10,000
' Total Estimated Costs of Phsee I and II .- §1,530,000

Total time to complets project 1s 60-90 days. The system is ready
‘now pending fund approvals. . L e :

Cdncluaibné_

, ~frhe;inveitijaﬁibn,intd-altérnative‘dispoaal techniques was prompted’ A
. by the problems surrounding the landfilling of hazardous waste, as. described
on page three, ' = - e A

, Onsite incineration presents problems in beth spproval requirements .
and public acceptability, Technically, it is the most sound option, since more
- complete destruction is achieved. However, public acceptability is a o
problem, The 0SC rsquested an opinien from the State of West Virginia’

regarding the use of this option. The Stats is not in faver for two .

- reasons: public opinion and the physical location of this aite;"Tholaite;
{8 located in & valley surrounded by three large ridges. Air pollution, B .
. 1f it occurred, would concentrate in the valley area placing the population .
at’ rigk, o c T T

- Onsite solvent extraction using a closed system has several
benefits, including public acceptability. All approvals required are = o
easily sacured and in fact have already been issued. PCB recoveries are -~
in excess of 95%. The proposed system deaign will achiave a PCB recovery-.
which will result in remaining PCB concentrations in the range of 0-25
ppm in extracted aoils, A complete outline and analysis of this system .
1s attached, A flow chart and schematic of the eysten is also included.

A six month axemp:iqnirequés; hhe been quni:;ed,under‘qéparace;ébvergf -

PropOsed'Actibnt

. Utilizing new‘dnliteftreathsﬁiutoéhnologien,':he.prppbled action -
will involve: . o T S : _ ,



>3 791.85:43 V5 EPA/FC BLDG

?

7 | N R : : C”WtuMAL'

1. Demonstration onsite of .the soil extraction system to {nclude
environmental anglysis. This. demonstration will be designed to illustrate
‘the effectiveness of the PCB extraction and to identify any environmentgl
- impact which might occur as a result of the process. -

2. Onsite treatment of the estimated 4,000 cubic yards of contaminated
soil utilizing the goil solvent extraction technology which will result
in an estimated 10,000 gallons of concentrated PCB. sludge.

3, Either offsite fixed facility {ncineration of the PCB sludge or

A onsite.denttuction/detoxificat1on. This onsite detoxification proposal
. owill be dependent upon the proper approvals of the proposed molten salt
detoxification equipment by EPA Headquarters, TSCA personnel.

The manner in vhich the Shaffer Equipnﬁnt Company site meets the:
. prescribed criteria for the one million dollar egemption is as follows:

oL Coﬁtinueé response actions are-1m§ed1:tcly"teqdiﬁéd'to mitigate
- an_emergency. S : ' ‘

. An estimated 2,000 people live downstream, within one mile of the
~ ‘gite. At present, due to geologic. and property ownership factors, the
4,000 cubic yards»of'conthminated goil is located in the flood plain of

" Arbuckle Creek, approximately 30 yards from the stresm banks. This etresn
comnonly flows at an estimated 3,000 gallons per minute, An analyeis of
past flood history indicates that Arbuckle Creek can £1ood on the average .
of three to seven times & year. Geologicelly, the stream and the watershed-
are surrounded on three sides by mountain ridges which commonly result in
flaeh flooding. A serious flood event would involve the Shaffer Equipment .
Company. property and would result in the destruction of the integrity.of
the holding cell and the resultant cerryout of contaminated soils down-
stream, into :hq.residentialﬁarea. In fact, past history {ndicates that
this has already occured, since PCE has been found in residential backyards
as high as 17 PPl P : ' ‘ - '

2, There ie'aniimmedilte risk to public health and the anvironment.

: The Centers for Disease Control (CDC) has already certified that the

-~ high levels encountered at the site present au jmminent and significant
public health threat. This highly contaminated soil still remains onsite.
As discussed ia item 1, a £lood event could result ia the spread of this
- conteminated soil ditectly toward and into the tesidential ares. o

3, Assistance'will not otherﬁisé be provided oun & timtly‘bllii.

- The responsible parties have declined to undertake corrective actions

at this site, due to financial inability to do so. The CERCLA enforcement:

section has spent considerable effort on investigating other possible .

. reeponsible parties, "Other -than & second property owner who owns a small
portion of this site, no other viable responsible parties have been
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located}‘ The second property owner has daclined to take action since he
owns only a small portion of the affected ares. -

The State of West Virginié'does not have':he'neceaaaty'tesources-td"
hgndle a site of this magnitude. : SR : _ ’

The Shaffer Equipment Company site is not pregently on the National
Priorities Lisat. Region III SISS personnel ara presently scoring this .
site for Poseible inclugion of the NPL; however, there is a need for more
immediate action, : . - : .

) Requés:-fér,CeiilngfIhcriaae-

-  As discussed previously, the cost to complete this project, utiliziﬁg'-f
. the proposed option, is estimated to be $1,530,000. Based on this estimated
_co8t, I hereby request an increase in the project ceiling, bringing the new '
‘total to $2,300,000, ‘ R : _ ; e -

' Recommendations
~Rcommendationg

Based on the information contained herein, I recommend that yoy
concur in the $1 million examption (CERCLA 104(e)(1l)) and approve the e

- additional $1,530,000 (81,500,000 Extramural, $30,000 Intramural) needed. -
to continue emergency reaponse actions and mi;igate~:hia'imquiate'thrgat
to public health.. : LT DR '

| You ma§ indicnﬁe your approval or diéapﬁrov#l.by signing below. Due

to the immediacy of this removal actlon, I would appreciate rapid consi-
deration of the proposal and approval of the additional funda, '

Data - E/_S‘/}S
Dy v e

-APPROVAL

+

| DISAPPROVAL. . '~ Date __





